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THIS  PROJECT  COULD  NOT  HAVE  A  SIGNIFICANT  EFFECT  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT.  This  finding  is  based  upon  the 
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Initial  Evaluation  (Initial  Study)  for  the  project,  which  is  attached.  Mitigation  measures,  if  any,  included  in  this  project  to  avoid 
potentially  significant  effects:  See  pages  23-25. 
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In  the  independent  judgment  of  the  Planning  Department,  there  is  no  substantial  evidence  that  the  project  could  have  a  significant 
effect  on  the  environment. 
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Project  Address:  988  Howard  St. 

Assessor's  Block  and  Lot:  Block  3725,  Lot  025 

City  and  County:  San  Francisco 


Project  Description:  The  proposal  involves  the  demolition  of  an  existing,  two-story,  approximately  22,312-gross-square-foot,  37- 
room  single-resident  occupancy  (SRO)  hotel,  retail,  and  performing  arts  space  and  the  new  construction  of  a  9-story,  approximately 
68,400-gross-square-foot  structure  containing  106  affordable  SRO  units,  with  700  gross  square  feet  (gsf)  of  second-story  accessory- 
use  social  service  space,  2,100  gsf  of  ground  level  retail  space,  and  4,200  gsf  of  ground  level  and  below-grade  performing  arts  space. 
The  proposed  61,400  gsf  of  residential  space  would  be  comprised  of  typical  units  of  300- gsf  with  kitchenettes  and  bathrooms  for  each 
apartment.  The  performing  arts  entry  would  be  located  on  Sixth  Street,  the  residential  entry  would  be  on  Howard  Street,  and  retail 
entries  would  be  on  both  streets.  No  off-street  parking  exists  on  site  and  none  is  proposed.  The  proposed  project  would  represent  an 
increase  of  approximately  55  feet  in  building  height  on  site.  The  existing  SRO  hotel  was  constructed  in  1907.  The  approximately 
8,500-sf  site,  Block  3725,  Lot  25,  is  located  on  the  northeast  corner  of  Howard  Street  and  Sixth  Street  in  the  South  of  Market  (SOMA) 
neighborhood.  The  site  is  located  in  the  South  of  Market  Redevelopment  Plan  Area.  The  site  is  in  the  RSD  (Residential  /  Service) 
Mixed-Use  Zoning  District,  SOMA  Earthquake  Recovery  Special  Use  District,  and  85-X  height  and  bulk  district.  The  project  would 
require  Conditional  Use  authorization  from  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  for  demolition  of  the  existing  residential  hotel 
and  Variances  from  parking  and  rear  yard  requirements. 


Building  Permit  Application  Number:  200305215221 


THIS  PROJECT  COULD  NOT  HAVE  A  SIGNIFICANT  EFFECT  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT.  This  finding  is  based  upon  the 
criteria  of  the  Guidelines  of  the  State  Secretary  for  Resources,  Sections  15064  (Determining  Significant  Effect),  15065  (Mandatory 
Findings  of  Significance)  and  15070  (Decision  to  Prepare  a  Negative  Declaration),  and  the  following  reasons  as  documented  in  the 
Initial  Evaluation  (Initial  Study)  for  the  project,  which  is  attached.  Mitigation  measures,  if  any,  included  in  this  project  to  avoid 
potentially  significant  effects:  See  pages  23-25. 

Final  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration  adopted  and  issued  on:  July  14,  2003;  Amended  October  28,  2004. 

In  the  independent  judgment  of  the  Planning  Department,  there  is  no  substantial  evidence  that  the  project  could  have  a  significant 
effect  on  the  environment. 
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Initial  Study 
Case  No.  2003.0109E  -  988  Howard  Street 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  existing  8,925  square  foot  (sf)  site  is  fully  covered  by  a  two-story  1907  building  with  37  single- 
resident  occupancy  (SRO)  rooms  plus  ground  floor  retail  and  theater/performing  arts  space  totaling 
approximately  22,3 1 2  gross-square-feet.  The  site  is  on  the  northwest  comer  of  Howard  Street  and  Sixth 
Street  in  the  South  of  Market  neighborhood,  Assessor's  Block  3725,  Lot  25.  The  parcel  is  within  the  RSD 
(Residential  /  Service)  Zoning  District  and  85-X  height  and  bulk  district.  The  site  is  located  in  the  South  of 
Market  Redevelopment  Plan  Area,  SOMA  Earthquake  Recovery  Special  Use  District. 

The  proposed  project  would  demolish  the  existing  building  and  replace  it  with  an  85-foot  single-resident 
occupancy  building,  reincorporating  ground  floor  retail  and  a  theater/performing  arts  space  in  the  basement 
level  of  the  new  structure.  The  existing  22,312-gross-square-foot  (gsf)  building  would  be  replaced  by  an 
approximately  68,400-gsf  building,  thus  resulting  in  an  increase  of  approximately  46,088  gross  square  feet 
of  building  area  to  the  project  site.  The  existing  theater/performing  arts  space  would  be  replaced  at  the 
basement  level,  at  approximately  the  same  size,  accessed  from  Sixth  Street.  The  existing  approximately 
4,500-gsf  retail  would  be  reduced  to  2,100-gsf  retail  in  two  spaces  on  Howard  Street  and  the  comer  at  Sixth 
Street.  The  existing  approximately  13,812-gsf  residential  space  accommodates  37  rooms  without  personal 
kitchen  or  bathroom  facilities.  The  proposed  61,400  gsf  of  residential  space  would  accommodate  106 
"mini-studios,"  each  with  individual  kitchenettes  and  bathrooms,  in  eight  floors.  The  residential  entry 
would  be  next  to  the  proposed  residential  courtyard  on  Howard  Street,  adjacent  to  the  neighboring 
building.  As  defined  in  CA  Government  Code  65589.5(h)(2)  or  under  CA  H&S  Code  50079.5,  100%  of 
the  proposed  SRO  units  qualify  as  affordable  housing. 

There  is  no  parking  existing  on  site  and  none  is  proposed  with  the  project. 

PROJECT  SETTING 

The  project  site  is  located  in  the  South  of  Market  neighborhood  of  San  Francisco,  at  the  north  corner  of 
Howard  and  Sixth  Streets,  on  a  block  bisected  by  Natoma  Street  (See  Figure  1).  The  buildings  in  the 
general  area  range  from  two  to  six  stories.  The  area  is  traditionally  mixed  industrial,  small-scale  retail, 
and  residential  hotel.  Sixth  Street  has  a  concentration  of  SROs;  the  existing  building  is  typical  of  the  SROs 
constructed  in  the  South  of  Market  in  the  wake  of  the  1906  earthquake.  The  San  Francisco  General  Plan 
identifies  the  blocks  immediately  south  and  east  of  the  site  as  both  contributory  to  a  potential  extension  of 
South  of  Market  preservation  district  and  including  historically  significant  buildings. 

The  buildings  adjacent  to  the  site  are  residential;  the  1927  four-story  Alder  Hotel  is  adjacent  to  the  site  to 
the  north  to  Natoma  Street.  A  five-story  live/work  building,  built  in  2000,  is  located  adjacent  to  the  site  on 
Howard  Street. 
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The  Orlando  Hotel,  located  on  the  south  comer  opposite  the  project  site,  is  listed  on  the  California  Register 
of  Historical  Resources  as  separately  eligible  for  the  National  Register.  After  the  Loma  Prieta  earthquake 
in  1989,  losses  of  damaged  unreinformced  masonry  buildings  combined  with  previous  losses  of  SRO 
housing  to  Convention  Center  displacement,  led  to  creation  of  the  SOMA  Earthquake  Recovery  Special 
Use  District  Area  and  the  South  of  Market  Redevelopment  Plan,  continuing  incentives  to  build  new  and 
replacement  housing,  particularly  SRO  housing,  in  the  area. 
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FIGURE  1  -  PROJECT  LOCATION 


Source:  Lee  Incorporated,  2000 
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Project  Site 


FIGURE  2  -  PROJECT  SITE,  EXISTING  CONDITIONS  Source:  Leddy  Maytum  Stacy  Architects, 

Paulett  Taggart  Architects,  2003 
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;th  street 


HOWARD  STREET 


FIGURE  3A  -  SITE  PLAN,  FIRST  FLOOR  Source:  Leddy  Maytum  Stacy  Architects, 

Paulett  Taggart  Architects,  2003 
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TRANSFORMER  VAULT 


FIGURE  3B  -  SITE  PLAN,  BASEMENT  FLOOR 


Source:  Leddy  Maytum  Stacy  Architects, 
Paulett  Taggart  Architects,  2003 
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988  Howard  Street 
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FIGURE  3C  -  SITE  PLAN,  TYPICAL  UPPER  FLOOR 


Source:  Leddy  May  turn  Stacy  Architects, 
Paulett  Taggart  Architects,  2003 
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FIGURE  4A  -  ELEVATION,  SIXTH  STREET 


Source:  Leddy  Maytum  Stacy  Architect? 
Paulett  Taggart  Architects,  200. 
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FIGURE  4B  -  ELEVATION,  HOWARD  STREET 


Source:  Leddy  Maytum  Stacy  Architects, 
Paulett  Taggart  Architects,  2003 


COMPATIBILITY  WITH  EXISTING  ZONING  AND  PLANS 


Not  Applicable  Discussed 


1) 


Discuss  any  variances,  special  authorizations,  or  changes 
proposed  to  the  City  Planning  Code  or  Zoning  Map,  if  applicable. 


X 


X 


2) 


Discuss  any  conflicts  with  any  adopted  environmental 
plans  and  goals  of  the  City  or  Region,  if  applicable. 


X 


X 


The  San  Francisco  Planning  Code,  which  incorporates  by  reference  the  San  Francisco  Zoning  Maps, 
governs  permitted  uses,  densities,  and  the  configuration  of  buildings  within  San  Francisco.  A  permit  to 
construct  a  new  building  (or  to  alter  or  demolish  an  existing  one)  may  not  be  issued  unless  either  a 
proposed  project  conforms  to  the  Code,  or  an  exception  is  granted  pursuant  to  provisions  of  the  Code. 

The  project  site  parcel  is  within  the  RSD  (Residential  /  Service)  Mixed-Use  Zoning  District  and  85-X 
height  and  bulk  district.  The  RSD  District  serves  as  a  major  housing  opportunity  area  within  the  South  of 
Market  District.  The  district  serves  as  a  buffer  between  the  higher-density  predominantly  commercial  area 
of  Yerba  Buena  Center  to  the  east  and  the  low-scale,  predominantly  service/industrial  area  west  of  Sixth 
Street.  The  district  controls  are  intended  to  facilitate  development  of  high-density  housing,  including 
residential  hotels,  while  encouraging  the  expansion  of  retail  and  cultural  arts  activities.  Residential  hotels 
are  subject  to  flexible  standards  for  parking,  rear  yard/open  space  and  density.  Continuous  ground  floor 
commercial  frontages  with  pedestrian-oriented  retail  activities  along  major  thoroughfares  are  encouraged.1 

The  project  would  require  Conditional  Use  authorization  for  demolition  of  dwelling  units,  the  existing  37- 
room  single-resident  occupancy  (SRO)  hotel,  pursuant  to  Planning  Code  Sections  815.13  and  803.5(b). 
The  project  would  result  in  a  net  addition  of  69  SRO  units  on  site.  The  Department  of  Building  Inspection 
(DBI)  would  require  a  demolition  permit  and  a  building  permit  for  the  proposed  project. 

The  85-X  height  and  bulk  district  permits  construction  to  a  height  of  85  feet  with  certain  bulk  restrictions. 
The  proposed  building  would  be  within  the  height  and  bulk  limitations.  The  project  would  require  a  rear 
yard  modification  to  allow  partial  relief  from  Planning  Code  rear  yard  requirements,  an  off-street  parking 
modification  to  waive  off-street  parking  requirements  for  an  'arts  activity'  use,  and  an  off-street  parking 
variance  to  waive  parking  requirements  for  SRO  units. 

Environmental  plans  and  policies,  such  as  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan,  directly  address  environmental 
issues  and/or  contain  targets  or  standards  that  must  be  met  in  order  to  preserve  or  improve  characteristics  of 
the  City's  physical  environment.  The  California  legislature  provides  statutory  exemption  from  CEQA 
environmental  review  where  fewer  than  100  units  of  affordable  housing  are  developed  in  conformance  with 
existing  zoning  controls,  and  no  other  significant  environmental  effects  are  foreseen,  (CEQA  Guidelines 
15280).  The  project  falls  somewhat  outside  of  these  parameters  because  it  is  a  mixed-use  project,  includes 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Planning  Code,  Section  815. 
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106  units  of  housing,  and  requires  variance  from  quantitative  development  standards.  The  proposed 
development  at  988  Howard  Street  would  largely  comport  with  the  requirements  for  expedited 
environmental  review  and  would  not  obviously  or  substantially  conflict  with  any  adopted  environmental 
plan  or  policy. 

The  SOMA  Redevelopment  Plan  expands  on  the  provisions  of  the  South  of  Market  Earthquake  Recovery 
Project  Redevelopment  Plan,  as  adopted  in  1990  and  limited  to  earthquake-damaged  infrastructure  and 
structures,  to  encourage  broader  redevelopment  guidance  for  the  Plan  Area,  including  location  of  additional 
and  replacement  SRO  units  citywide  and  promote  keeping  existing  affordable  rental  housing  permanently 
affordable  for  low-  and  very  low-income  residents.  The  proposed  development  at  988  Howard  Street 
would  conform  to  these  objectives  and  would  not  substantially  conflict  with  other  Plan  objectives. 

The  San  Francisco  General  Plan,  which  provides  general  objectives  and  policies  to  guide  land  use 
decisions,  contains  some  policies  that  relate  to  physical  environmental  issues.  In  general,  potential 
conflicts  of  a  proposed  project  with  the  General  Plan  are  considered  by  decision  makers  (normally  the 
Planning  Commission)  independently  of  the  environmental  review  process,  as  part  of  the  decision  to 
approve  or  disapprove  a  proposed  project.  Any  potential  conflict  not  identified  in  this  environmental 
document  could  be  considered  in  that  context,  and  would  not  alter  the  physical  environmental  effects  of  the 
proposed  project. 

In  November  1986,  the  voters  of  San  Francisco  approved  Proposition  M,  the  Accountable  Planning 
Initiative,  which  added  Section  101.1  to  the  Planning  Code  to  establish  eight  Priority  Policies.  These 
policies  are:  preservation  and  enhancement  of  neighborhood-serving  retail  uses;  protection  of 
neighborhood  character;  preservation  and  enhancement  of  affordable  housing;  discouragement  of 
commuter  automobiles;  protection  of  industrial  and  service  land  uses  from  commercial  office  development 
and  enhancement  of  resident  employment  and  business  ownership;  maximization  of  earthquake 
preparedness;  landmark  and  historic  building  preservation;  and  protection  of  open  space.  Prior  to  issuing  a 
permit  for  any  project  which  requires  an  Initial  Study  under  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act 
(CEQA),  or  adopting  any  zoning  ordinance  or  development  agreement,  the  City  is  required  to  find  that  the 
proposed  project  is  consistent  with  the  Priority  Policies.  As  part  of  its  decision  to  approve  or  disapprove 
the  Conditional  Use  authorization,  the  Planning  Commission  would  determine  the  project's  consistency 
with  the  Priority  Policies. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 

All  items  in  this  section  of  the  Initial  Study  Checklist  have  been  checked  "No",  indicating  that,  upon 
evaluation,  staff  has  determined  that  the  proposed  project  could  not  have  a  significant  adverse 
environmental  effect.  Several  of  those  Checklist  items  have  also  been  checked  "Discussed",  indicating  that 
the  Initial  Study  text  includes  discussion  about  that  particular  issue.  For  all  of  the  items  checked  "No," 
without  discussion,  the  conclusions  regarding  potential  significant  adverse  environmental  effects  are  based 
upon  field  observation,  staff  experience  and  expertise  on  similar  projects,  and/or  standard  reference 
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material  available  within  the  Department,  such  as  the  Department's  Transportation  Impact  Analysis 
Guidelines  for  Environmental  Review,  or  the  California  Natural  Diversity  Data  Base  and  maps,  published 
by  the  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game.  For  each  checklist  item,  the  evaluation  has  considered  the 
impacts  of  the  project  both  individually  and  cumulatively. 

Yes  No  Discussed 

_     X  X 
X  X 


1.  Land  Use.  Could  the  project: 

(a)  Disrupt  or  divide  the  physical  arrangement  of  an 
established  community? 

(b)  Have  any  substantial  impact  upon  the  existing 
character  of  the  vicinity? 


An  approximately  22,312-square-foot  37-room  single-resident  occupancy  (SRO)  hotel,  retail,  and 
performing  arts  space  occupies  the  entire  site.  The  proposed  project  would  not  change  the  existing  uses  on 
site.  Retail  and  theater/performance  space  would  be  retained  on  site  as  part  of  the  project.  There  would  be 
no  curb  cuts  introduced  on  site,  or  other  impedances  to  existing  pedestrian  circulation  patterns.  While  the 
construction  of  the  proposed  project  would  introduce  new  residents  and  uses  onto  the  project  site,  the 
proposed  project  would  not  disrupt  or  divide  the  existing  mixed-use  neighborhood. 

The  RSD  controls  are  designed  to  serve  a  major  housing  opportunity  area  within  the  South  of  Market 
District.  The  district  controls  are  intended  to  facilitate  the  development  of  high-density,  mid-rise  housing, 
including  residential  hotels,  and  the  project  represents  an  addition  of  69-units  to  the  site.  The  project 
would  introduce  mid-rise  but  would  retain  the  and  expand  the  SRO  use  on  site.  Therefore,  land  use 
impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 

2.  Visual  Quality.  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

(a)  Have  a  substantial,  demonstrable  negative  aesthetic  effect?  _     X  X 

(b)  Substantially  degrade  or  obstruct  any  scenic  view  or 

vista  now  observed  from  public  areas?  _     X  _ 

(c)  Generate  obtrusive  light  or  glare  substantially  effecting  other 
properties?  _     X  X 

The  proposed  project  would  change  the  existing  height  and  bulk  of  site  development  from  the  early 
twentieth  century  scale  of  the  existing  residential  hotel  and  nearby  hotels  that  allowed  undercurrent  zoning 
in  the  RSD  and  present  in  other  project  vicinity  buildings.  The  proposed  building  would  be  approximately 
85  feet  in  height,  with  stair  and  elevator  penthouse  extending  upwards  of  this  height  per  Planning  Code 
allowances,  consistent  with  the  height  and  bulk  district  in  which  it  is  located  (85-X).  While  the  nine-story 
building  would  be  considerably  taller  and  visually  more  prominent  than  the  existing  30-foot  tall  building, 
and  the  four  and  five  story  structures  that  flank  the  site,  its  height  and  bulk  would  not  result  in  a  substantial, 
demonstrable  negative  aesthetic  effect.  A  nine-story  residential  building  is  located  on  the  800  block  of 
Howard  Street  and  taller  structures  are  found  throughout  the  C-3  zoning  district  to  the  northeast  along 
Howard  Street,  approaching  the  area  of  Yerba  Buena  Center.  The  building  mass  of  the  proposed  building  \ 
is  set  back  from  the  rear  property  line  on  Howard  Street  unlike  the  existing  structure  that  covers  the  entire  I 
lot.  The  change  in  visual  mass  would  not  result  in  a  significant  negative  aesthetic  effect. 
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The  visual  prominence  of  the  corner  site  makes  the  project  relatively  important  to  the  visual  quality  of  its 
setting.  The  proposed  building  would  incorporate  a  relatively  featureless  sheer  wall  near  the  comer  at 
Howard  Street.  Both  the  Department  and  San  Francisco  Architectural  Heritage  have  commented  that  the 
comer  and  overall  podium/base  elements  need  better  articulation  to  be  compatible  with  the  setting.  The 
project's  final  architectural  design  and  facade  work  would  undergo  evaluation  during  the  Planning 
Department  design  review  process,  separate  from  the  environmental  review  process,  and  ultimately  would 
require  approval  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  as  part  of  its  hearing  on  the  Conditional  Use. 
Although  the  proposed  design  may  be  objectionable  to  some,  the  improvement  in  the  repair  to  the  street 
storefront  spaces,  the  introduction  of  street  trees,  and  extensive  glazing  at  ground-level  may  be  seen  as  an 
improvements  to  the  site,  therefore  the  change  from  existing  conditions  would  not  substantially  or 
demonstrably  result  in  a  negative  aesthetic  effect  pursuant  to  CEQA. 

The  proposed  project  would  change  views  of  the  site,  and  would  limit  or  change  views  currently  available 
to  residents  and  workers  in  nearby  buildings.  While  this  loss  or  change  of  views  might  be  of  concern  to 
adjacent  property  owners  and  area  residents,  and  would  be  a  design  issue  potentially  worthy  of  discussion 
and  consideration  as  part  of  the  City's  decision  to  approve  or  disapprove  the  project,  it  would  not  be 
considered  a  significant  environmental  effect  pursuant  to  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA), 
since  no  scenic  view  currently  observed  from  public  areas  would  be  substantially  degraded.  Given  the 
urban  nature  of  the  project  setting,  blockage  of  private  views  would  not  be  considered  a  significant 
environmental  effect. 

The  project  would  comply  with  Planning  Commission  Resolution  9212,  which  prohibits  the  use  of 
mirrored  or  reflective  glass.  Thus,  the  project  would  not  result  in  the  production  of  additional  glare 
affecting  other  properties.  The  project  would  continue  to  emit  relatively  low  levels  of  light,  similar  to  those 
generated  in  the  past  by  the  existing  structure,  and  would  not  substantially  increase  ambient  light  levels  in 
the  project  area.  Thus,  project  light  and  glare  would  not  result  in  adverse  effects  on  nearby  residences  or 
businesses. 

For  the  aforementioned  reasons,  project  impacts  to  visual  quality  would  be  less  than  significant. 


3.  Population.  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

(a)  Induce  substantial  growth  or  concentration  of  population?  _     X  X 

(b)  Displace  a  large  number  of  people  (involving  either 

housing  or  employment)?  _     X  X 

(c)  Create  a  substantial  demand  for  additional  housing  in  San 

Francisco,  or  substantially  reduce  the  housing  supply?  _     X  _ 

The  proposed  project  would  result  in  an  additional  69  residents  over  present  site  population  in  a  major 


2 

Charles  Chase,  San  Francisco  Architectural  Heritage,  letter  to  Richard  Stacy,  April  17,  2003;  Daniel  Sider,  San  Francisco  Planning 
Department,  letter  to  project  sponsor,  May  22,  2003. 
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housing  opportunity  area  within  the  South  of  Market  District.  The  increase  in  population  at  the  site  would 
be  noticeable,  but  not  this  increase  would  not  substantially  increase  the  existing  area-wide  population,  nor 
induce  substantial  growth. 

Social  services  located  within  the  proposed  building  would  serve  the  population  internal  to  the  building 
alone,  and  thus  would  not  attract  a  visiting  population  to  the  site.  Because  there  is  no  net  increase  in  size  of 
the  retail  and  theater/performing  arts  space  in  the  proposed  building,  this  visiting  population  would  not  be 
expected  to  be  substantially  greater  than  under  existing  conditions. 

Although  housing  displacement  would  occur  with  project  implementation,  due  to  the  demolition  of  the 
existing  hotel,  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  which  oversees  the  work  of  the  Public  Initiatives  Development 
Corporation,  project  sponsor,  would  be  responsible  for  relocation  of  these  individuals.  The  delivery  of 
additional  affordable  housing  units  to  the  site  and  project  area  will  increase  the  housing  supply  in  San 
Francisco  and  result  in  a  beneficial  impact. 


For  the  aforementioned  reasons,  impacts  on  population  would  be  less-than-significant. 

4.  Transportation/Circulation.  Could  the  project:  Yes  No 

Discussed 

(a)  Cause  an  increase  in  traffic  which  is  substantial 
in  relation  to  the  existing  traffic  load  and 

capacity  of  the  street  system?  _     X  X 

(b)  Interfere  with  existing  transportation  systems, 
causing  substantial  alterations  to  circulation 

patterns  or  major  traffic  hazards?  X  X 

(c)  Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  transit  demand  which  cannot  be 
accommodated  by  existing  or  proposed  transit  capacity?  _     X  _ 

(d)  Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  parking  demand  which 

cannot  be  accommodated  by  existing  parking  facilities?  _     X  X 

The  existing  building  includes  37-units  of  SRO  housing,  approximately  4,000  gsf  of  theater  space,  and 
4,500  gsf  of  retail  space.  The  proposed  project  represents  an  increase  of  69-units  of  SRO  housing  on  site 
with  retention,  but  no  net  expansion,  of  theater  and  retail  space.  Therefore,  analysis  of  the  proposed 
project's  increase  in  transportation  demand  will  be  based  on  the  increased  resident  occupancy  and  not  the 
commercial  uses  retained  with  the  project. 

Project  Area 

In  the  project  vicinity,  Howard  Street  is  a  one-way  westbound  arterial  with  four  travel  lanes.  Folsom 
Street,  one  block  to  the  south,  functions  as  a  complementary  one-way  eastbound,  with  westbound  Howard 
and  Harrison  Streets,  to  form  couplets  of  east-west  arterials  running  from  the  Embarcadero  through  the 
South  of  Market  area.  Howard  Street  has  on-street  metered  parking  on  both  sides  of  the  street  betwee 
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7:00  a.m.  and  6:00  p.m.,  Monday  through  Saturday,  with  parking  restricted  to  commercial  vehicles  at  the 
meter  closest  to  the  Sixth  Street  comer  in  front  of  the  project  site.  Howard  Street  is  included  on  the 
regional  street  network  of  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  System  (MTS),  designated  as  a  Major  Arterial 
in  the  Congestion  Management  Plan  (CMP)  Network  in  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan,  and  designated 
as  part  of  San  Francisco  bicycle  route  #30.  A  striped  bicycle  lane  runs  adjacent  to  the  parking  lane  in  front 
of  the  site. 

Sixth  Street  is  a  two-way  road  with  four  travel  lanes,  running  from  Market  Street  to  the  1-280  access  ramps 
at  Brannan  Street.  On-street  metered  parking  is  provided  on  both  sides  of  Sixth  Street  between  9:00  a.m. 
and  3:00  p.m.  near  the  project  site,  with  parking  prohibited  on  the  east  curb  during  the  weekday  P.M.  peak 
period  of  3:00  p.m.  to  7:00  p.m.  to  provide  another  travel  lane.  Sixth  Street  is  also  included  on  the  MTS 
and  CMP  arterial  systems. 

Transit 

The  project  site  is  approximately  600-800  feet,  a  South  of  Market  block,  away  from  MUNI  bus  line  service 
in  all  directions.  The  14  Mission  and  26  Valencia  run  east/west  on  Mission  Street  north  of  the  project  site. 
The  MUNI  12  Folsom  runs  on  the  Folsom/Harrison  Street  couplet  south  of  the  project  site.  The  19  Polk 
and  27  Bryant  bus  lines  run  northbound  towards  Market  Street  on  7th  and  5th  Streets  respectively.  The 
closest  and  best-served  bus  stop  is  at  the  south  corner  of  Mission  Street  and  6th  Street,  approximately  an 
eighth  of  a  mile  from  the  project  site.  The  existing  SRO  building  houses  residents  and  serves  patrons  who 
arrive  by  existing  modes  of  transportation  to  and  from  the  project  site.  The  proposed  building  would  not 
encourage  a  change  in  the  mode  of  transportation  to  the  project  site. 

Estimating  potential  project-generated  trips,  based  on  the  Transportation  Impact  Analysis  Guidelines  for 
Environmental  Review  Superdistrict  1  data  and  2000  Census  data,  based  on  the  additional  69  residents  at 
the  proposed  SRO,  project-generated  transit  trips  would  be  expected  to  number  some  35  in  the  PM  peak 
hour.  Based  on  five-minute  headways,  this  level  of  traffic  might  add  three  to  four  persons  per  coach  on  the 
14  Mission  line  during  the  PM  peak  hour.  This  increase  in  transit  service  demand  is  considered  less-than- 
significant.  Thus,  the  additional  69  residents  would  be  accommodated  by  the  existing  transit  system  and 
transit  impacts  are  expected  to  be  less-than-significant. 

Traffic 

Using  the  Guidelines,  the  proposed  project  would  generate  some  additional  260  round-trips  to  or  from  the 
project  site  in  the  course  of  a  24-hour  day.  Based  on  Census  information,  some  14  vehicle  trips  to  the  site 
might  be  expected  in  the  PM  peak  hour.  Without  appreciable  parking  availability  in  the  area,  and  no 
destination  parking  at  the  project  site,  there  might  be  expected  to  be  fewer  than  14  auto-trips  to  the  site 
during  the  PM  peak  hour. 

According  to  a  2001  study  of  transportation  conditions  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site,  traffic  at  the 
Howard  and  Sixth  Street  intersection  operates  at  level  of  service  (LOS)  C,  indicating  acceptable  traffic 
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delays,  with  relatively  ample  capacity  before  deteriorating  to  a  poorer  LOS.  Under  these  conditions,  traffic 
increases  attributable  to  the  project  would  be  undetectable  to  most  drivers  and  residents. 

Parking 

Using  the  Guidelines,  the  proposed  project  could  generate  an  additional  parking  demand  of  some  31  spaces 
to  the  site  over  the  course  of  a  24-hour  period.4  Because  of  the  conditions  noted  above,  this  parking  deficit 
may  be  overstated.  Surveys  of  off-street  parking  supply  conducted  in  1999  and  2000  found  parking 
facilities  in  the  project  vicinity  operating  at  an  average  84%  capacity  and  on-street  parking  at  90-100% 
capacity  with  high  turnover.  Because  parking  deficits  are  not  static  conditions  of  the  natural  or  built 
environment,  they  do  not  result  in  significant  impacts  in  themselves  unless  their  secondary  effects  to  the 
physical  environment,  such  as  increased  traffic  congestion  at  intersections,  air  quality,  or  noise  effects 
caused  by  congestion,  result  in  significant  impacts.  Therefore,  although  the  existing  parking  conditions  in 
proximity  to  the  project  site  are  difficult  and  may  be  aggravated  with  the  project,  the  Department 
nonetheless  does  not  consider  this  to  be  a  significant  impact.  San  Francisco's  policy  is  to  emphasize  the 
importance  of  public  transit  use,  and  thus  the  project's  unmet  parking  demand  would  not  be  considered  a 
significant  environmental  impact. 

The  Department  has  received  comment  from  the  public  that  the  project  may  overburden  the  neighborhood 
parking  supply,  particularly  in  combination  with  the  impacts  of  other  proposed  and  approved  projects  in  the 
vicinity.  Cumulative  impact  analysis  shows  circulation  conditions  deteriorating  modestly  at  the  Howard 
and  Sixth  Street  intersection  to  a  still  acceptable  LOS  D  in  the  year  20 15. 5  The  proposed  project  is  within 
the  parameters  of  expected  growth  for  the  South  of  Market  area  considered  in  this  analysis.  Project-related 
impacts,  therefore,  on  area  parking,  circulation,  and  traffic  would  be  considered  within  expected  and 
acceptable  conditions  for  the  area.  For  these  reasons,  project-related  impacts  to  operational  parking  and 
traffic  conditions  would  be  considered  less-than-significant. 

Construction 

Project  construction  is  expected  to  take  approximately  eighteen  months.  Construction  vehicles  would  park 
on  courtyard  portion  of  the  project  site  not  excavated  for  building  construction,  off  of  Howard  Street. 
Trucks  would  deliver  and  remove  materials  from  the  site  during  working  hours,  and  construction  workers 
may  drive  work  or  personal  vehicles  to  and  from  the  construction  site.  The  sidewalks  in  front  of  the  project 
site  along  both  Howard  and  Sixth  Streets  would  be  expected  to  be  closed  during  construction.  The  parking 
lane  immediately  adjacent  to  the  site  on  Sixth  Street  is  opened  as  a  travel  lane  during  the  PM  peak  period. 
Construction  activities  that  impede  the  travel  lanes  by  the  site  would  degrade  arterial  traffic  flow.  Several 
other  projects  in  the  blocks  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  may  also  be  under  construction  during  this  time. 
Traffic  delays  resulting  from  this  and  other  project  construction  in  the  area  may  cause  a  noticeable 
worsening  of  traffic  conditions  in  the  vicinity.  However,  these  effects  would  be  temporary,  and  therefore 
would  be  considered  less-than-significant  impacts  to  circulation  and  parking  conditions.  However,  in  the 


Wilbur  Smith  Associates,  888  Howard  Street  Hotel  Transportation  Study,  February  2001 .  Cited  in  888  Howard  Street  Hotel  FEIR,  69. 

4 

San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Transportation  Impact  Analysis  Guidelines  for  Environmental  Review,  October  2002,  Table  G-2. 
5  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  888  Howard  Street  Hotel  FEIR,  88. 
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interest  of  coordinating  project-construction  related  traffic,  and  minimizing  the  impact  on  the  arterial 
system,  the  sponsor  and  construction  contractors  would  meet  with  the  traffic  Engineering  Division  of  the 
Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  (DPT)  to  identify  appropriate  measures  to  minimize  circulation 
disruption,  as  Improvement  Measure  1,  (see  the  Improvement  Measures  section  of  this  Initial  Study). 

For  the  aforementioned  reasons,  project  transportation  impacts  are  anticipated  to  be  less-than-significant. 

5.  Noise.  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

(a)  Increase  substantially  the  ambient  noise  levels  for 

adjoining  areas?  _     X  X 

(b)  Violate  Title  24  Noise  Insulation  Standards,  if  applicable?  _  X 

(c)  Be  substantially  impacted  by  existing  noise  levels?  _     X  _ 

Based  on  published  scientific  acoustic  studies,  the  traffic  volumes  in  a  project  area  would  need  to 
approximately  double  to  produce  an  increase  in  ambient  noise  levels  noticeable  to  most  people  in  the  area. 
The  project  would  not  cause  a  doubling  in  area  traffic  volumes  and  therefore  would  not  cause  a  noticeable 
increase  in  the  ambient  noise  level  in  the  project  vicinity.  Title  24  of  the  California  Code  of  Regulations 
establishes  uniform  noise  insulation  standards  for  residential  projects  (including  hotels,  motels,  and 
live/work  developments).  The  Department  of  Building  Inspection  would  review  the  final  building  plans  to 
insure  that  the  building  wall  and  floor/ceiling  assemblies  for  the  residential  development  meet  State 
standards  regarding  sound  transmission.  The  proposed  project  would  include  theatrical  productions,  as 
does  the  existing  facility.  In  addition,  mechanical  equipment,  such  as  air  conditioning  units  and  chillers, 
could  produce  operational  noise.  The  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance,  Article  29  of  the  San  Francisco 
Police  Code,  regulates  mechanical  equipment  used  by  the  proposed  building,  noise  from  theater  operations, 
and  construction  noise.  Compliance  with  these  regulations  would  limit  noise  from  building  operations  and 
substantial  increases  in  the  ambient  noise  level  due  to  building  equipment  noise  or  operational  noise  would 
not  be  anticipated. 

Construction  noise  is  also  regulated  by  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance.  Section  2907  of  the  Noise 
Ordinance  requires  that  noise  levels  from  individual  pieces  of  construction  equipment,  other  than  impact 
tools,  not  exceed  80  dBA  (decibels  on  an  A-weighted  scale)  at  a  distance  of  100  feet  from  the  source.  As 
noted  above,  impact  tools  (jackhammers,  hoe-rammers,  pile  drivers,  impact  wrenches)  must  have  both 
intake  and  exhaust  muffled  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Director  of  Public  Works.  Section  2908  of  the  Noise 
Ordinance  prohibits  construction  work  between  8:00  p.m.  and  7:00  a.m.,  if  noise  would  exceed  the  ambient 
noise  level  by  5  dBA  at  the  project  property  line,  unless  a  special  permit  is  authorized  by  the  Director  of 
Public  Works. 

The  Department  of  Building  Inspection  (DBI)  is  responsible  for  enforcing  the  Noise  Ordinance  for  private 
construction  projects  during  normal  business  hours  (8:00  A.M.  to  5:00  P.M.).  The  Police  Department  is 
responsible  for  enforcing  the  Noise  Ordinance  during  all  other  hours.  Nonetheless,  during  the  construction 
period  for  the  proposed  project,  occupants  of  the  nearby  properties,  possibly  including  sensitive  receptors, 
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could  be  disturbed  by  construction  noise  and  possibly  vibration.  The  increase  in  noise  in  the  project  area 
during  project  construction  would  not  be  considered  a  significant  impact  of  the  proposed  project  because 
the  construction  noise  would  be  temporary,  intermittent,  and  restricted  in  occurrence  and  level,  as  the 
contractor  would  be  obliged  to  comply  with  the  City's  Noise  Ordinance.  Therefore,  any  sensitive  receptors 
would  be  affected  only  temporarily  and  intermittently,  thus  these  construction  noise  impacts  are  considered 
less-than-significant. 

For  the  aforementioned  reasons,  project  noise  impacts  are  anticipated  to  be  less-than-significant. 

6.  Air  Quality/Climate.  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

(a)  Violate  any  ambient  air  quality  standard  or  contribute 
substantially  to  an  existing  or  projected  air  quality 

violation?  _     X  X 

(b)  Expose  sensitive  receptors  to  substantial  pollutant 

concentrations?  _     X  X 

(c)  Permeate  its  vicinity  with  objectionable  odors?  _  X   

(d)  Alter  wind,  moisture  or  temperature  (including  sun  shading 
effects)  so  as  to  substantially  affect  public  areas,  or 

change  the  climate  either  in  the  community  or  region?        _  X   

Air  Quality 

BAAQMD  has  established  thresholds  for  projects  requiring  its  review  for  potential  air  quality  impacts. 
These  thresholds  are  based  on  the  minimum  size  projects  which  the  District  considers  capable  of  producing 
air  quality  problems  due  to  vehicular  emissions.  Since  the  project  would  not  exceed  this  minimum 
standard,  no  significant  air  quality  impacts  due  to  vehicular  emissions  would  be  generated  by  the  proposal. 


The  soil  movement  for  the  proposed  project's  excavation  activities  would  create  the  potential  for  wind- 
blown dust  to  add  to  the  particulate  matter  in  the  local  atmosphere  while  open  soil  is  exposed.  SRO 
residents  nearby  may  include  seniors  and  other  sensitive  receptors.  The  South  of  Market  Recreation  Area 
is  located  south  from  the  project  site,  mid-block  to  the  comer  of  Folsom  Street;  visitors  would  potentially 
be  exposed  to  some  airborne  dust  associated  with  the  project  demolition  or  excavation  activities.  In  order 
to  reduce  the  quantity  of  dust  generated  during  excavation  activities,  the  project  sponsor  has  agreed  to 
implement  dust  reduction  measures,  as  Mitigation  Measure  1  (see  the  Mitigation  Measures  section  of  this 
Initial  Study).  This  mitigation  measure  would  help  reduce  any  potential  effects  of  dust  generation  to  a  less- 
than-significant  level. 

Shadow 

The  new  building  would  shade  adjacent  properties  but  would  not  increase  the  total  amount  of  shading  in 
the  neighborhood  above  levels  which  are  common  and  generally  accepted  in  urban  areas.  Therefore,  the 
proposed  project  is  not  considered  to  be  a  significant  adverse  impact  on  the  environment.  Section  295  of 
the  Planning  Code  was  adopted  in  response  to  Proposition  K  (passed  in  November  1984)  in  order  to  protect 
certain  public  open  spaces  from  shadowing  by  new  structures  during  the  period  between  one  hour  aftt 
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sunrise  and  one  hour  before  sunset,  year  round.  Section  295  restricts  new  shadow  upon  public  spaces  under 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  by  any  structure  exceeding  40  feet  unless  the  San 
Francisco  Planning  Commission  finds  the  impact  to  be  insignificant.  To  determine  whether  this  project 
would  conform  to  Section  295,  a  shadow  fan  analysis  was  prepared  by  the  Planning  Department.  This 
analysis  determined  that  the  project  shadow  would  not  shade  public  areas  subject  to  Section  295.  A  copy  of 
the  shadow  fan  analysis  is  available  for  review  by  appointment  at  the  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission 
Street,  San  Francisco. 

Wind 

Winds  in  San  Francisco  are  most  frequently  from  the  west  to  northwest  directions,  reflecting  the 
persistence  of  sea  breezes.  Average  wind  speeds  in  San  Francisco  are  the  highest  in  the  summer  and  lowest 
in  the  winter,  with  the  strongest  peak  winds  occurring  in  the  winter.  Wind  direction  is  most  variable  in  the 
winter.  Westerly  and  northwesterly  winds  are  the  most  frequent  and  strongest  winds  during  all  seasons.  Of 
the  16  primary  wind  directions,  four  have  the  greatest  frequency  of  occurrence  and  make  up  the  majority  of 
the  strong  winds;  these  are  the  northwest,  west-northwest,  west,  and  west-southwest. 

Large  buildings  can  redirect  wind  flows  around  and  down  to  street  level,  resulting  in  increased  wind  speed 
and  turbulence  at  street  level.  The  City  has  established  specific  comfort  criteria  for  evaluation  of  proposed 
buildings.  The  Planning  Code  establishes  wind  criteria  for  C-3  (Downtown)  districts  (Section  148), 
Rincon  Hill  (Section  249.1),  South  of  Market  (Section  263.11),  and  the  Van  Ness  corridor  (Section  243). 
The  wind  hazard  criterion  is  set  at  an  hourly  averaged  wind  speed  of  26  miles  per  hour  (mph),  which  is  not 
to  be  exceeded  more  than  once  during  a  year.  A  project  that  would  cause  an  exceedance  of  the  wind  hazard 
criterion  is  considered  to  have  a  significant  wind  impact.  The  Planning  Code  also  establishes  comfort 
criteria  of  up  to  7  mph  for  public  seating  areas  and  up  to  1 1  mph  for  areas  of  substantial  pedestrian  use, 
which  are  not  to  be  exceeded  more  than  10%  of  the  time. 

The  existing  two-story  structure  is  in  a  setting  of  buildings  ranging  from  2  to  6  stories  in  height.  The 
proposed  structure  would  increase  building  height  on  site  by  approximately  55  feet.  This  increase  in  height 
has  the  potential  to  cause  wind  effects  noticeable  at  the  street  level,  therefore  a  wind  evaluation  was 
conducted  by  an  independent  consultant  to  evaluate  the  potential  physical  effects  of  the  proposed  project  on 
the  nearby  pedestrian  wind  environment.6  A  copy  of  the  evaluation  is  available  for  review  by  appointment 
at  the  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  San  Francisco. 

Based  on  the  consultant-prepared  opinion,  the  western  face  of  the  proposed  building,  along  Sixth  Street, 
will  determine  wind  impacts.  The  Sixth  Street  building  face  will  extend  well  above  upwind  structures 
leading  to  expected  wind  accelerations  flowing  down  the  building  face  toward  the  sidewalk.7  The  project 
includes  canopies  along  portions  of  the  proposed  building  on  both  Sixth  Street  and  Howard  Street 
frontages.  Canopies  provide  shelter  from  the  flow  of  air  down  to  the  pedestrian  sidewalk.  Project  funding 
time  constraints  prompted  a  request  by  the  SFRA  to  publish  an  environmental  review  prior  to  completion 


Don  Ballanti,  Wind  Impact  Evaluation  of  the  Proposed  Plaza  Apartments  Project,  May  30,  2003. 
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Don  Ballanti,  Wind  Impact  Evaluation  of  the  Proposed  Plaza  Apartments  Project,  May  30,  2003. 

20 

2003.0W9E:  988  Howard  Street 


of  a  definitive  wind  tunnel  analysis  of  the  project.  In  order  to  mitigate  against  potential  adverse  wind 
effects,  the  Department  crafted  Mitigation  2,  to  require  a  canopy  that  would  wrap  around  the  comer  at  6{ 
and  Howard  and  continue  along  each  frontage  no  less  than  25  feet  in  order  to  baffle  and  thus  reduce 
potential  wind  effects  to  a  less-than-significant  level,  based  on  the  comments  of  the  wind  consultant. 
Subsequent  to  finalization  of  the  negative  declaration  the  SFRA  approached  the  Department  with  a  wind 
tunnel  analysis  performed  through  the  same  meteorologist,  and  revised  project  plans  that  show  the  SFRA' s 
preferred  option,  to  have  partial  canopies  and  no  wraparound  canopy  at  the  corner.  The  wind  tunnel 
analysis  showed  that  any  project  option,  whether  incorporating  a  partial,  continuous,  or  even  no  canopy, 
would  result  in  exceedences  to  comfort  criterion  but  not  hazard  criterion.8  Since  exceedences  of  comfort 
criteria  do  not  by  themselves  result  in  a  significant  adverse  effect,  the  use  of  the  sponsor's  preferred  option 
would  not  result  in  a  significant  adverse  effect.  For  that  reason  mitigation  measure  2  has  been  struck  from 
the  proposed  amended  final  mitigated  negative  declaration  and  the  Department  proposed  an  alternative 
Improvement  Measure,  to  use  street  trees  rather  than  building  canopy,  in  order  to  minimize  wind  effects  on 
the  pedestrian  climate. 

However,  in  order  to  provide  an  effective  windbreak,  street  trees  need  to  have  a  relatively  dense  branch 
structure  and  canopy,  such  as  broadleaf  woody  trees.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  has  already  committed 
itself  to  an  ongoing  program  of  street  improvements  along  Sixth  Street  that  include  the  planting  of  palm 
trees,  which  do  not  provide  an  effective  windbreak.  Therefore,  the  Department  has  not  included  the 
Improvement  Measure  specifying  street  trees  for  wind  reduction  because  the  measure  would  not  be 
consistent  with  the  streetscape  improvements  to  be  implemented  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency. 
Although,  the  project  would  create  uncomfortable  winds,  and  would  not  provide  effective  lessening  of 
wind  effects,  the  winds  would  not  exceed  the  hazard  criterion  and  therefore  would  not  result  in  a 
significant  adverse  effect. 

However,  the  original  sectional  canopy  design  did  not  provide  sufficient  wind  diversion,  so  the  project 
sponsor  has  agreed  to  implement  Mitigation  Measure  2,  (see  the  Mitigation  Measures  section  of  this  Initial 
Study),  a  canopy  design  which  wraps  continuously  around  the  Sixth/Howard  corner  thus  reducing 
anticipated  air  flows  to  a  less  than  significant  level. 

No  other  pedestrian  areas,  including  the  proposed  outdoor  area  at  the  east  side  of  the  project,  would  be 
adversely  affected  by  the  project.  Thus  with  the  incorporation  of  this  measure,  wind  impacts  would  be 
reduced  to  a  less  than  significant  level,  and  pProject  air  quality/climate  impacts  would  be  less  than 
significant. 

7.  Utilities/Public  Services.  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

(a)  Breach  published  national,  state  or  local  standards 

relating  to  solid  waste  or  litter  control?  _     X  X 

(b)  Extend  a  sewer  trunk  line  with  capacity  to  serve  new 

development?  _     X  X 

(c)  Substantially  increase  demand  for  schools,  recreation 


Don  Ballanti,  Wind  Tunnel  Analysis  for  the  Plaza  Apartments  Project,  San  Francisco.  April  14.  2004.  '' 
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or  other  public  facilities?  _     X  X 

(d)     Require  major  expansion  of  power,  water,  or  communications 

facilities?  _     X  X 

Utilities  and  public  services  are  already  provided  for  the  existing  site  and  project  area.  The  proposed 
project  would  incrementally  increase  demand  for  and  use  of  public  services  and  utilities  on  the  site,  but  not 
in  excess  of  amounts  expected  and  already  provided  for  in  the  area.  Thus,  the  proposed  project  would  not 
be  expected  to  have  a  measurable  impact  on  public  services  or  utility  demand. 

The  project  area  is  served  by  a  combined  sewer  system.  The  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW)  notes 
that  the  area  has  a  high  groundwater  level  due  to  the  San  Francisco  Bay's  influence  on  former  tidal  and 
marshlands  along  Sixth  Street  in  the  South  of  Market.  During  unusual  flood  events,  although  sewers  may 
not  be  at  capacity,  groundwater  intrusion  may  prevent  drainage  from  entering  the  sewers.  During  regular 
conditions,  in  some  cases  Bay  waters  seep  into  property  basement  areas  below  the  groundwater  level.9 
This  is  not  a  project  impact,  but  rather  an  existing  condition  in  the  project  area.  However,  since 
groundwater  intrusion  could  potentially  damage  building  subsurface  utilities  within  the  building  envelope, 
the  City  recommends  Improvement  Measure  2,  (see  the  Improvement  Measures  section  of  this  Initial 
Study),  for  consultation  with  DPW  to  identify  any  design  considerations  which  may  reduce  the  likelihood 
of  such  damage.  Potential  increases  in  system  demand  by  the  project  on  the  utility  system  would  not  be 
substantial  and  project  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 

8.  Biology.  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

(a)  Substantially  affect  a  rare  or  endangered  species  of 

animal  or  plant  or  the  habitat  of  the  species?  _     X  X 

(b)  Substantially  diminish  habitat  for  fish,  wildlife  or 
plants,  or  interfere  substantially  with  the  movement 

of  any  resident  or  migratory  fish  or  wildlife  species?  _     X  X 

(c)  Require  removal  of  substantial  numbers  of  mature, 

scenic  trees?  X 


The  project  would  not  affect  any  threatened,  rare,  or  endangered  animal  or  plant  life  or  habitat,  nor  would  it 
interfere  with  any  resident  or  migratory  species. 

There  are  no  street  trees  planted  within  the  public  sidewalk  right-of  way  along  either  frontage  of  the  project 
site.  In  conformance  with  the  Planning  Code,  the  project  sponsor  would  be  required  to  have  several  street 
trees  installed  along  the  public  right-of-way.  The  species  and  exact  locations  are  subject  to  approval  by  the 
Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW),  Urban  Forestry  Department.  DPW  has  oversight  responsibilities 
regarding  the  procedures  and  other  requirements  for  installation,  maintenance  and  protection  of  the  street 
trees  installed  in  the  public  right-of-way.  Consultation  with  Urban  Forestry  is  recommended  as 
Improvement  Measure  3,  (see  the  Improvement  Measures  section  of  this  Initial  Study).  Project  installation 
of  street  trees  would  be  expected  to  have  little  or  beneficial  biological  impact. 


9     „  J  mm 

Gene  Handa,  Department  of  Public  Works,  personal  communication,  June  6,  2003. 
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Biological  impacts  of  the  project  would  be  less  than  significant. 


9.  Geology/Topography.  Could  the  project: 

(a)  Expose  people  or  structures  to  major  geologic  hazards 
(slides,  subsidence,  erosion  and  liquefaction). 

(b)  Change  substantially  the  topography  or  any  unique 
geologic  or  physical  features  of  the  site? 


Yes  No  Discussed 


X 


X 


X 


Some  areas  of  the  South  of  Market  are  located  on  areas  which  were  formerly  marshlands  or  filled  areas  of 
Mission  Bay.  These  areas  are  relatively  susceptible  to  subsidence  and  liquefaction  hazards  and  are 
characterized  by  high  groundwater  levels.  The  project  site  is  proximate  to  the  edge  of  the  historic  Sullivan 
Marsh,  and  as  such  shares  these  hazard  characteristics  with  other  areas  of  the  South  of  Market. 

The  project  site  is  located  in  a  Special  Geologic  Study  Area  as  shown  in  the  Community  Safety  Element  of 
the  San  Francisco  General  Plan.  The  site  location  is  in  an  area  of  very  strong  ground  shaking  intensity, 
high  shaking  amplification,  for  magnitude  7.1  earthquakes  on  either  the  San  Andreas  or  Hayward 
earthquake  faults.  The  project  site  is  located  in  an  area  of  liquefaction  potential  (Map  4),  a  Seismic 
Hazards  Study  Zone  (SHSZ)  designated  by  the  California  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology.  For  any 
development  proposal  in  an  area  of  liquefaction  potential,  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection  (DBI) 
will,  in  its  review  of  the  building  permit  application,  require  the  project  sponsor  to  prepare  a  geotechnical 
report  pursuant  to  the  State  Seismic  Hazards  Mapping  Act.  The  report  would  assess  the  nature  and  severity 
of  the  hazard(s)  on  the  site  and  recommend  project  design  and  construction  features  that  would  reduce  the 
hazard(s). 

The  project  sponsor  has  provided  a  geotechnical  investigation  report  prepared  by  a  California-licensed 
geotechnical  engineer  for  the  neighboring  building,  on  file  with  the  Planning  Department  and  available  for 
public  review,  by  appointment,  as  part  of  the  project  file. 1 1  Three  exploratory  borings  were  drilled  to  depths 
of  36  to  82  feet.  The  consultant  found  fill  areas  to  approximately  20  feet  bgs,  just  below  which 
groundwater  was  measured  in  the  month  of  February,  underlain  by  subsurface  soils  of  fine-grained  dune 
sand  another  14  to  19  feet  with  marsh  deposits  of  another  8  feet  with  variable  sandy  clay  to  a  depth  of  82 
feet.  The  consultant  indicates  that  the  neighboring  project  site  is  susceptible  to  liquefaction  with  potential 
for  lurch  cracking  and  sand  boils  developing  at  the  ground  surface.  The  primary  geotechnical  concerns  for 
the  neighboring  site  were  found  to  be:  differential  settlement,  unknown  fill  quality,  and  excavation  impacts 
to  adjacent  buildings. 

The  consultant  found  the  neighboring  site  suitable  for  the  project  construction  from  a  geotechnical  and 
foundation  engineering  standpoint,  provided  that  the  recommendations  presented  in  the  report  are 
incorporated  into  the  design  and  construction  of  the  proposed  building.  The  recommendations  contained  in 
the  report  included  but  are  not  limited  to:  conducting  site  preparation,  excavation  operations,  surface  and 

10 

Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Geotechnical  Investigation:  Leland  Apartments,  980  Howard  Street,  San  Francisco,  March  4,  1996,  6. 
Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Geotechnical  Investigation:  Leland  Apartments,  980  Howard  Street,  San  Francisco,  March  4,  1996. 
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subsurface  drainage,  drilled  pier  foundation,  slabs-on-grade,  retaining  walls,  lateral  load  resistance, 
settlements,  and  design  considerations.  Project  excavation  is  proposed  to  extend  below  the  existing 
basement.  Development  of  the  site  would  require  excavation  of  about  2,660  cubic  yards  of  soil  to  a  depth 
of  approximately  8-12  feet  below  the  existing  approximately  7  foot  subsurface  basement.12  The  sponsor 
has  agreed  to  follow  the  recommendations  of  DBI  in  constructing  the  project. 

Any  groundwater  encountered  during  construction  of  the  proposed  project  would  be  subject  to 
requirements  of  the  City's  Industrial  Waste  Ordinance  (Ordinance  Number  199-77),  requiring  that 
groundwater  meet  specified  water  quality  standards  before  it  may  be  discharged  into  the  sewer  system.  The 
Bureau  of  Systems  Planning,  Environment  and  Compliance  of  the  S.F.  Public  Utilities  Commission  must 
be  notified  of  projects  necessitating  dewatering,  and  may  require  water  analysis  before  discharge.  Should 
dewatering  be  necessary,  the  final  soils  report  would  address  the  potential  settlement  and  subsidence 
impacts  of  this  dewatering.  Based  upon  this  discussion,  the  report  would  contain  a  determination  as  to 
whether  or  not  a  lateral  movement  and  settlement  survey  should  be  done  to  monitor  any  movement  or 
settlement  of  surrounding  buildings  and  adjacent  streets.  If  a  monitoring  survey  were  recommended,  the 
Department  of  Public  Works  would  require  that  a  Special  Inspector  (as  defined  in  Article  3  of  the  Building 
Code)  be  retained  by  the  project  sponsor  to  perform  this  monitoring. 

Groundwater  observation  wells  would  be  installed  to  monitor  potential  settlement  and  subsidence.  If,  in 
the  judgment  of  the  Special  Inspector,  unacceptable  movement  were  to  occur  during  dewatering, 
groundwater  recharge  would  be  used  to  halt  this  settlement.  Costs  for  the  survey  and  any  necessary  repairs 
to  service  lines  under  the  street  would  be  borne  by  the  project  sponsor.  Groundwater  contamination 
impacts,  or  subsequent  subsidence  impacts  from  dewatering  are  potentially  significant  adverse  effects  of 
excavation.  However,  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  City's  Industrial  Waste  Ordinance  would 
reduce  these  impacts  to  a  less-than-significant  level. 

Additionally,  the  proposed  project  would  be  required  to  conform  to  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code, 
which  ensures  the  safety  of  all  new  construction  in  the  City.  Decisions  about  appropriate  foundation  design 
and  whether  additional  background  studies  are  required  would  be  determined  as  part  of  the  DBI  review 
process.  Background  information  provided  to  DBI  would  provide  for  the  security  and  stability  of  adjoining 
properties  as  well  as  the  subject  property  during  construction.  Therefore,  potential  damage  to  structures 
from  geologic  hazards  on  the  project  site  would  be  mitigated  through  the  DBI  requirement  for  a 
geotechnical  report  and  review  of  the  building  permit  application  pursuant  to  its  implementation  of  the 
Building  Code.  Any  changes  incorporated  into  the  foundation  design  required  to  meet  the  San  Francisco 
Building  Code  standards  that  are  identified  as  a  result  of  the  DBI  review  process  would  constitute  minor 
modifications  of  the  project  and  would  not  require  additional  environmental  analysis. 

Therefore,  due  to  the  statutory  requirements  for  permit  review  and  regulatory  oversight,  no  significant 
impact  would  be  expected. 


12 

Roberto  Sheinberg,  LMS  Project  Architect,  memorandum  to  Erin  Carson,  PIDC,  May  29,  2003. 
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10.  Water.  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

(a)  Substantially  degrade  water  quality,  or  contaminate  a 

public  water  supply?    X  X 

(b)  Substantially  degrade  or  deplete  ground  water  re- 
sources, or  interfere  substantially  with  ground 

water  recharge?  _     X  X 

(c)  Cause  substantial  flooding,  erosion  or  siltation?    X  X 

Domestic  water  supply  for  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  is  obtained  from  mountain  surface  runoff 
and  distributed  though  a  system  maintained  by  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works.  No  potable 
water  supplies  will  be  affected  by  the  project. 

No  municipal  water  wells  are  located  within  one  half  mile  of  the  site.  Thus,  site  groundwater 
contamination  does  not  pose  a  direct  impact  on  municipal  water  quality.  Nonetheless,  groundwater 
contamination  is  a  potentially  significant  impact. 

The  project  site  is  completely  paved.  Site  runoff  is  collected  in  drop  inlet  catch  basins  adjacent  to  the 
project  site.  The  project  would  not  substantially  change  the  current  amount  of  impervious  surface  area, 
therefore  the  volume  of  water  from  runoff,  drainage,  or  groundwater  recharge  would  not  substantially 
change  as  a  result  of  the  project.  No  significant  impact  would  be  expected. 

11.  Energy/Natural  Resources.  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

(a)  Encourage  activities  which  result  in  the  use  of 
large  amounts  of  fuel,  water,  or  energy,  or  use 

these  in  a  wasteful  manner?  _     X  _X 

(b)  Have  a  substantial  effect  on  the  potential  use, 

extraction,  or  depletion  of  a  natural  resource?  _     X  _ 

The  proposed  project  would  incrementally  increase  demand  for  and  use  of  energy  on  the  site,  but  not 
substantially  greater  than  current  conditions,  and  not  great  in  the  context  of  the  larger  neighborhood,  the 
City,  or  regionally.  Thus  the  energy  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  would  be  less  than  significant. 

12.  Hazards.  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

(a)  Create  a  potential  public  health  hazard  or  involve  the 
use,  production  or  disposal  of  materials  which  pose  a 
hazard  to  people  or  animal  or  plant  populations  in  the 

area  affected?  _     X  X 

(b)  Interfere  with  emergency  response  plans  or  emergency 

evacuation  plans?  _     X  _X 

(c)  Create  a  potentially  substantial  fire  hazard?  X  X 


Asbestos 

The  existing  structure  on  site  to  be  demolished  as  part  of  the  project  was  constructed  in  1970  and  as  sue 
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has  the  potential  to  contain  asbestos-containing  materials.  Section  19827.5  of  the  California  Health  and 
Safety  Code,  adopted  January  1,  1991,  requires  that  local  agencies  not  issue  demolition  or  alteration 
permits  until  an  applicant  has  demonstrated  compliance  with  notification  requirements  under  applicable 
Federal  regulations  regarding  hazardous  air  pollutants,  including  asbestos.  The  Bay  Area  Air  Quality 
Management  District  (B  AAQMD)  is  vested  by  the  California  legislature  with  authority  to  regulate  airborne 
pollutants,  including  asbestos,  through  both  inspection  and  law  enforcement,  and  is  to  be  notified  ten  days 
in  advance  of  any  proposed  demolition  or  abatement  work. 

Notification  includes  the  names  and  addresses  of  operations  and  persons  responsible;  description  and 
location  of  the  structure  to  be  demolished/altered  including  size,  age  and  prior  use,  and  the  approximate 
amount  of  friable  asbestos;  scheduled  starting  and  completion  dates  of  demolition  or  abatement;  nature  of 
planned  work  and  methods  to  be  employed;  procedures  to  be  employed  to  meet  B AAQMD  requirements; 
and  the  name  and  location  of  the  waste  disposal  site  to  be  used.  The  District  randomly  inspects  asbestos 
removal  operations.  In  addition,  the  District  will  inspect  any  removal  operation  concerning  which  a 
complaint  has  been  received. 

The  local  office  of  the  State  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration  (OSHA)  must  be  notified  of 
asbestos  abatement  to  be  carried  out.  Asbestos  abatement  contractors  must  follow  state  regulations 
contained  in  8CCR1529  and  8CCR341.6  through  341.14  where  there  is  asbestos-related  work  involving 
100  square  feet  or  more  of  asbestos  containing  material.  Asbestos  removal  contractors  must  be  certified  as 
such  by  the  Contractors  Licensing  Board  of  the  State  of  California.  The  owner  of  the  property  where 
abatement  is  to  occur  must  have  a  Hazardous  Waste  Generator  Number  assigned  by  and  registered  with  the 
Office  of  the  California  Department  of  Health  Services  in  Sacramento.  The  contractor  and  hauler  of  the 
material  is  required  to  file  a  Hazardous  Waste  Manifest  which  details  the  hauling  of  the  material  from  the 
site  and  its  disposal.  Pursuant  to  California  law,  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection  (DBI)  would  not 
issue  the  required  permit  until  the  applicant  has  complied  with  the  notice  requirements  described  above. 

These  regulations  and  procedures,  already  established  as  a  part  of  the  permit  review  process,  would  insure 
that  any  potential  impacts  due  to  asbestos  would  be  reduced  to  a  level  of  insignificance. 

Lead-Based  Paint 

Lead  paint  may  be  found  in  the  existing  1970  building  proposed  for  demolition  as  part  of  the  project. 
Demolition  must  comply  with  Chapter  36  of  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code,  Work  Practices  for  Exterior 
Lead-Based  Paint.  Where  there  is  any  work  that  may  disturb  or  remove  lead  paint  on  the  exterior  of  any 
building  built  prior  to  December  31,  1978,  Chapter  36  requires  specific  notification  and  work  standards, 
and  identifies  prohibited  work  methods  and  penalties.  No  evaluation  of  lead-based  paint  was  submitted  for 
the  environmental  application. 

Chapter  36  applies  to  buildings  or  steel  structures  on  which  original  construction  was  completed  prior  to 
1979  (which  are  assumed  to  have  lead-based  paint  on  their  surfaces),  where  more  than  ten  total  square  feet 
of  lead-based  paint  would  be  disturbed  or  removed.  The  ordinance  contains  performance  standards, 
including  establishment  of  containment  barriers,  at  least  as  effective  at  protecting  human  health  and  the 
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environment  as  those  in  the  HUD  Guidelines  (the  most  recent  Guidelines  for  Evaluation  and  Control  of 
Lead-Based  Paint  Hazards)  and  identifies  prohibited  practices  that  may  not  be  used  in  disturbance  or 
removal  of  lead-based  paint.  Any  person  performing  work  subject  to  the  ordinance  shall  make  all 
reasonable  efforts  to  prevent  migration  of  lead  paint  contaminants  beyond  containment  barriers  during  the 
course  of  the  work,  and  any  person  performing  regulated  work  shall  make  all  reasonable  efforts  to  remove 
all  visible  lead  paint  contaminants  from  all  regulated  areas  of  the  property  prior  to  completion  of  the  work. 

The  ordinance  also  includes  notification  requirements,  contents  of  notice,  and  requirements  for  signs. 
Notification  includes  notifying  bidders  for  the  work  of  any  paint-inspection  reports  verifying  the  presence 
or  absence  of  lead-based  paint  in  the  regulated  area  of  the  proposed  project.  Prior  to  commencement  of 
work,  the  responsible  party  must  provide  written  notice  to  the  Director  of  the  Department  of  Building 
Inspection,  of  the  location  of  the  project;  the  nature  and  approximate  square  footage  of  the  painted  surface 
being  disturbed  and/or  removed;  anticipated  job  start  and  completion  dates  for  the  work;  whether  the 
responsible  party  has  reason  to  know  or  presume  that  lead-based  paint  is  present;  whether  the  building  is 
residential  or  nonresidential,  owner-occupied  or  rental  property,  approximate  number  of  dwelling  units,  if 
any;  the  dates  by  which  the  responsible  party  has  or  will  fulfill  any  tenant  or  adjacent  property  notification 
requirements;  and  the  name,  address,  telephone  number,  and  pager  number  of  the  party  who  will  perform 
the  work.  (Further  notice  requirements  include  Sign  When  Containment  is  Required,  Notice  by  Landlord, 
Required  Notice  to  Tenants,  Availability  of  Pamphlet  related  to  protection  from  lead  in  the  home,  Notice 
by  Contractor,  Early  Commencement  of  Work  [by  Owner,  Requested  by  Tenant],  and  Notice  of  Lead 
Contaminated  Dust  or  Soil,  if  applicable.)  The  ordinance  contains  provisions  regarding  inspection  and 
sampling  for  compliance  by  DBI,  and  enforcement,  and  describes  penalties  for  non-compliance  with  the 
requirements  of  the  ordinance. 

These  regulations  and  procedures  specified  in  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code  would  ensure  that  potential 
impacts  of  demolition,  due  to  lead-based  paint,  would  be  reduced  to  a  level  of  insignificance. 

Fire  Hazard 

San  Francisco  ensures  fire  safety  primarily  through  provisions  of  the  Building  Code  and  the  Fire  Code. 
Existing  buildings  are  required  to  meet  standards  contained  in  these  codes.  In  addition,  the  final  building 
plans  for  any  new  residential  project  greater  than  two  units  are  reviewed  by  the  San  Francisco  Fire 
Department  (as  well  as  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection),  in  order  to  ensure  conformance  with  these 
provisions.  The  proposed  project  would  conform  to  these  standards,  which  (depending  on  building  type) 
may  also  include  development  of  an  emergency  procedure  manual  and  an  exit  drill  plan.  In  this  way, 
potential  fire  hazards  (including  those  associated  with  hydrant  water  pressure  and  emergency  access)  would 
be  mitigated  during  the  permit  review  process. 

Occupants  of  the  proposed  building  would  contribute  to  congestion  if  an  emergency  evacuation  of  the 
downtown  area  were  required.  Section  12.202(e)(1)  of  the  San  Francisco  Fire  Code  requires  that  all 
owners  of  high-rise  buildings  (over  75  feet)  "shall  establish  or  cause  to  be  established  procedures  to  b*3 
followed  in  case  of  fire  or  other  emergencies.  All  such  procedures  shall  be  reviewed  and  approved  by  th. 
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chief  of  division."  The  owners  of  the  proposed  85-foot-tall  building  would  be  subject  to  this  requirement. 
Additionally,  project  construction  would  have  to  conform  to  the  provisions  of  the  Building  and  Fire  Codes, 
which  require  additional  life-safety  protections  for  high-rise  buildings. 


Because  of  recurring  problems  of  fires  in  residential  hotels,  a  revised  San  Francisco  fire  code  and  citywide 
sprinkler  ordinance  requires  all  SRO  hotels  to  install  sprinklers  in  the  residential  areas  of  their  hotels.  The 
project  would  replace  the  1907  structure  with  one  that  conforms  to  all  current  standards  of  building 
construction  and  fire  safety.  Additionally,  the  project  design  for  individual  kitchen  accommodations  will 
reduce  the  risk  associated  with  illicit  use  of  hot  plates  in  preparation  of  private  meals,  one  cause  of  SRO 
fires.  Therefore,  the  new  construction  design,  materials,  and  constriction  standards  would  be  expected  to 
have  a  beneficial  impact  on  fire  safety. 

For  the  abovementioned  reasons,  the  impacts  related  to  hazards  would  be  less-than-significant. 

13.  Cultural.  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

(a)  Disrupt  or  adversely  affect  a  prehistoric  or  historic 
archeological  site  or  a  property  of  historic  or 
cultural  significance  to  a  community  or  ethnic  or 
social  group;  or  a  paleontological  site  except  as  a 

part  of  a  scientific  study?  _     X  X 

(b)  Conflict  with  established  recreational,  educational, 

religious  or  scientific  uses  of  the  area?  _     X  __ 

(c)  Conflict  with  the  preservation  of  buildings  subject 
to  the  provisions  of  Article  10  or 

Article  1 1  of  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code?  _    X  X 


Archeological  Resources 

Factors  considered  in  order  to  determine  the  potential  for  encountering  archeological  resources  include 
location,  depth,  and  amount  of  excavation  proposed,  as  well  as  any  existing  information  about  known 
resources  in  the  area.  The  site  is  located  in  an  archeological ly  sensitive  area  with  the  potential  of  both 
prehistoric  and  historic  archaeological  resources  present.  Preliminary  evaluation  of  excavation  for  the 
project  indicate  approximately  2,660  cu.  yds  required  to  be  removed,  excluding  the  volume  of  fill  required 
for  the  courtyard.13  Excavation  depths  vary,  but  range  from  8  to  12  feet  below  the  existing  basement  level, 
or  15  to  19  feet  bgs.  Based  on  a  reasonable  presumption  that  archeological  resources  may  be  present 
within  the  project  site,  the  project  sponsor  has  agreed  to  implement  Mitigation  Measure  3,  (see  the 
Mitigation  Measures  section  of  this  Initial  Study). 

The  Final  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration  (FMND)  for  the  project  required  the  project  sponsor  to 
implement  an  archeological  testing  program  to  avoid  potential  adverse  effects  on  significant  archeological 
resources.  The  project  sponsor  did  not  comply  with  the  archeological  mitigation  measure  of  the  FMND 
which  required  development  of  an  archeological  testing  plan,  site  monitoring  during  construction,  and  a 
final  report.  A  substitute  archeological  mitigation  measure  is  proposed  in  order  to  minimize,  to  the  extent 


Roberto  Sheinberg,  LMS  Project  Architect,  memorandum  to  Erin  Carson,  PIDC,  May  29,  2003. 
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possible,  the  potential  residual  adverse  effects  that  may  result  from  the  sponsor's  failure  to  comply  to  the 
archeological  mitigation  measure  of  the  FMND.  These  potential  residual  adverse  effects  include  the 
absence  of  any  recordation  or  evaluation  of  any  archeological  deposits  as  required  under  CEQA  that  may 
have  been  encountered  during  project  soils  disturbing  activities.  This  substitute  measure  requires  that 
project  excavation  tailings  be  analyzed  and  a  report  be  submitted  to  the  Department.  Therefore,  the 
mitigation  measure  would  reduce  any  potential  impacts  on  archaeological  resources  to  a  less-than- 
significant  level  through  analysis  and  recordation. 

This  mitigation  measure  would  help  to  avoid  any  potentially  significant  adverse  effect  from  the  proposed 
project  on  buried  or  submerged  historical  resources  and  reduce  any  potential  impacts  on  archaeological  resources 
to  a  less  than  significant  level. 

Historical  Resources 

The  existing  building  proposed  for  demolition  does  not  appear  to  be  considered  an  historic  resource.  The  subject 
building  has  been  rated  as  a  "6Y2"  by  the  State  Office  of  Historic  Preservation;  the  rating  means  that  the  building  has 
been  determined  to  be  ineligible  for  listing  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places,  but  with  no  evaluation  of  its 
local  interest.  The  building  has  also  been  rated  by  San  Francisco  Architectural  Heritage  as  "C",  or,  that  by  their 
criteria,  the  building  has  contextual  interest,  however  did  not  reach  a  level  of  significance  to  warrant 
retention/preservation.14  The  building  is  also  included  in  the  Unreinforced  Masonry  Building  (UMB)  Survey. 
However,  no  additional  information  about  the  building  was  provided  within  the  UMB  survey.  The  proposed 
demolition  would  not  have  a  significant  impact  on  architectural  resources. 

The  proposed  project's  potential  to  affect  historic  and  architectural  resources  of  significance  would  be  limited  to  its 
potential  effect  on  adjacent  properties.  Any  Federal  funding  tied  to  the  project  would  require  review  under  Section 
106  of  the  National  Preservation  Act.  Section  106  Reviews  require  the  identification  of  an  Area  of  Potential  Effect 
(APE)  and  evaluation  of  each  building  within  the  APE  and  the  effect  the  new  building  would  have  on  those  buildings. 
The  new  construction  and  its  somewhat  Brutalist  style  contrasts  with  the  more  traditionally  detailed  and  proportioned 
buildings  surrounding  it.  The  "tripartite  scheme  of  base,  shaft  and  cap. .  .found  in  buildings  along  Sixth  Street,  and 
the  vertical  separation  at  each  elevation"  was  identified  as  preferable  given  the  historic  neighborhood  context  of  the 
South  of  Market  Extended  Conservation  District.16  The  property  is  not  located  within  an  historic  district;  the 
Conservation  District  is  a  mechanism  by  which  to  capture  all  of  the  buildings  rated  under  Article  1 1  of  the  Planning 
Code  that  were  rezoned  from  C-3  (the  only  Zoning  District  for  which  Article  1 1  generally  applies)  to  South  of  Market 
Zoning  Districts.  As  mentioned  in  the  Visual  Quality  section,  the  project's  final  architectural  design  and  facade  work 
would  undergo  evaluation  during  the  Planning  Department  design  review  process,  separate  from  the  environmental 
review  process,  and  ultimately  would  require  approval  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  as  part  of  its 
hearing  on  the  Conditional  Use. 


Charles  Chase,  San  Francisco  Architectural  Heritage,  letter  to  Richard  Stacy,  April  17,  2003. 

Mat  Snyder,  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  memorandum  regarding  Case  No.  2003.0109,  June  9,  2003. 

Charles  Chase,  San  Francisco  Architectural  Heritage,  letter  to  Richard  Stacy,  April  17,  2003. 
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For  the  aforementioned  reasons,  the  impacts  to  cultural  resources  would  be  less-than-significant. 


OTHER.  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

Require  approval  and/or  permits  from  City  Departments  other  than 

San  Francisco  Planning  Department  or  Department  of  Building  Inspection, 

or  from  Regional,  State  or  Federal  Agencies?  X    _X 


Approvals 

The  proposed  project  would  be  subject  to  any  special  authorizations  necessary  from  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency.  No  other  special  authorizations  from  any  other  departments  or  agencies  would  be  necessary. 

Neighborhood  Notice 

A  Notification  of  Project  Receiving  Environmental  Review  was  mailed  on  March  12, 2003  to  property  owners  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  project  and  owners  and  occupants  of  properties  adjacent  to  the  project  site.  Concerns  expressed 
regarding  off-street  parking  provision  and  cumulative  transportation  impacts  have  been  addressed  above,  in  the 
Transportation/Circulation  section  of  the  Initial  Study. 


MITIGATION  MEASURES  Yes  No  N/A  Discussed 


1)  Could  the  project  have  significant  effects  if  mitigation 

measures  are  not  included  in  the  project?  X      X 

2)  Are  all  mitigation  measures  necessary  to  eliminate  significant 

effects  included  in  the  project?  X      X 

Each  of  the  following  mitigation  measures,  which  have  been  agreed  to  by  the  project  sponsor,  are  necessary  to  avoid 
potential  significant  effects  of  the  project: 

Mitigation  Measure  1.  Air  Quality 

Per  approval  by  the  Department  of  Public  Health,  the  project  sponsor  would  require  the  contractor(s)  to  spray  the  site 
with  water  during  demolition,  excavation,  and  construction  activities;  spray  unpaved  construction  areas  with  water  at 
least  twice  per  day;  cover  stockpiles  of  soil,  sand,  and  other  material;  cover  trucks  hauling  debris,  soils,  sand  or  other 
such  material;  and  sweep  surrounding  streets  during  demolition,  excavation,  and  construction  at  least  once  per  day  to 
reduce  particulate  emissions.  Ordinance  175-91,  passed  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  May  6,  1991,  requires  that 
non-potable  water  be  used  for  dust  control  activities.  Therefore,  the  project  sponsor  would  require  that  the 
contractor(s)  obtain  reclaimed  water  from  the  Clean  Water  Program  for  this  purpose.  The  project  sponsors  would 
require  the  project  contractor(s)  to  maintain  and  operate  construction  equipment  so  as  to  minimize  exhaust  emissions 
of  particulates  and  other  pollutants,  by  such  means  as  a  prohibition  on  idling  motors  when  equipment  is  not  in  use  or 
when  trucks  are  waiting  in  queues,  and  implementation  of  specific  maintenance  programs  to  reduce  emissions  for 
equipment  that  would  be  in  frequent  use  for  much  of  the  construction  period. 

Mitigation  Measure  2.  Wind  Effects 

In  order  to  prevent  potentially  unacceptable  wind  flows  onto  the  pedestrian  environment,  the  project  sponsor  shall 
incorporate  a  canopy  design  into  the  project  that  meets  the  following  specifications.  In  order  to  create  an  effective 
wind  diversion,  with  sufficient  baffling,  the  canopy  shall:  1)  wrap  continuously  around  the  Sixth  and  Howard  Street 
corner  of  the  structure,  2)  run  continuously  from  the  comer  no  less  than  25  feet  both  north  along  Sixth  and  east  along 
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Howard  Street,  and  3)  be  no  more  than  50%  porous  (when  viewed  from  above  or  below).  The  canopy  need  not  run 
the  entire  length  of  the  Sixth  or  Howard  Street  frontages,  beyond  the  distances  specified  above.  Additional  canopies 
may  also  bo  used  in  the  project,  but  not  in  substitution  for  the  above- 
Mitigation  Measure  2.  Archeological  Resources 

Based  on  a  reasonable  presumption  that  archeological  resources  were  or  may  be  present  within  the  project  site,  the 
following  measures  shall  be  undertaken  to  minimize  the  potential  for  the  project  to  have  a  significant  adverse  effect 
on  archeological  resources.  The  project  sponsor  shall  retain  the  services  of  a  qualified  archeological  consultant 
having  expertise  in  California  prehistoric  and  urban  historical  archeology.  The  archeological  consultant  shall 
undertake  the  following: 

A)  An  archeological  investigation  of  the  remaining  spoils  (excavated  soils)  piles  using  appropriate  field 
technique.  Any  discovered  potentially  significant  archeological  material  shall  be  appropriately  treated 
including  removal,  cataloguing,  and  analysis.  Remains  of  any  secondary  archeological  deposit  shall  not 
on  that  basis  alone  be  rejected  as  not  of  potential  scientific  significance  but  shall  be  treated  as  a  potential 
primary  deposit  until  further  evaluated. 

B)  The  archeological  consultant  shall  be  authorized  to  conduct  oral  interviews  with  project  field  personnel 
who  observed  or  participated  in  project  soils  disturbing  activities  to  determine  if  archeological  deposits 
were  present  or  if  truncated  archeological  deposits  may  remain  within  the  site. 

C)  The  archeological  consultant  shall  prepare  a  report  that  shall  include  an  Historical  Context  and 
Evaluation  of  Potential  Archeological  Resources  from  Reconstruction. 

a.  The  Historical  Context  shall  describe  the  history  of  human  activities  and  occupation  within  the 
project  site  and  vicinity  from  the  prehistoric  period  until  the  early  20th  century  based  on  archival 
cartographic,  textual,  photographic,  and  census  documentation. 

b.  The  report  shall  also  evaluate  the  potential  for  archeological  resources  to  have  been  present  or 
remain  present  within  the  project  site  and  evaluate  the  potential  of  any  identified  resources  to  be 
eligible  for  listing  the  California  Register  of  Historical  Resources. 

c.  The  report  shall  make  recommendations  for  any  further  action  if  determined  warranted  to  further 
mitigate  the  potential  for  adverse  effects  to  significant  archeological  resource. 

The  archeological  consultant's  work  shall  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  this  measure  at  the  direction  of  the 
Environmental  Review  Officer  (ERO).  All  plans  and  reports  prepared  by  the  consultant  as  specified  herein  shall  be 
submitted  first  and  directly  to  the  ERO  for  review  and  comment,  and  shall  be  considered  draft  reports  subject  to 
revision  until  final  approval  by  the  ERO. 

Final  Archeological  Resources  Report.  The  archeological  consultant  shall  submit  a  Draft  Final  Archeological 
Resources  Report  (FARR)  to  the  ERO  that  evaluates  the  historical  significance  of  any  discovered  archeological 
resource  and  describes  the  archeological  and  historical  research  methods  employed.  Information  that  may  put  at  risk 
any  archeological  resource  shall  be  provided  in  a  separate  removable  insert  within  the  final  report. 

Once  approved  by  the  ERO,  copies  of  the  FARR  shall  be  distributed  as  follows:  California  Archaeological  Site 
Survey  Northwest  Information  Center  (NWIC)  shall  receive  one  ( 1 )  copy  and  the  ERO  shall  receive  a  copy  of  the 
transmittal  of  the  FARR  to  the  NWIC.  The  Major  Environmental  Analysis  division  of  the  Planning  Department  shall 
receive  three  copies  of  the  FARR  along  with  copies  of  any  formal  site  recordation  forms  (CA  DPR  523  series)  and/or 
documentation  for  nomination  to  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places/California  Register  of  Historical  Resources. 
The  number  of  copies  of  the  FARR  to  be  provided  to  the  SFRA  shall  be  as  required  by  that  agency. 

Mitigation  Measure  3.  Archeological  Resources 
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Based  on  a  reasonable  presumption  that  archeological  resources  may  be  present  within  the  project  site,  the  following 
measures  shall  be  undertaken  to  avoid  any  potentially  significant  adverse  effect  from  the  proposed  project  on  buried 
or  submerged  historical  resources.  The  project  sponsor  shall  retain  the  services  of  a  qualified  archeological  consultant 
having  expertise  in  California  prehistoric  and  urban  historical  archeology. — The  archeological  consultant  shall 
undertake  an  archeological  testing  program  as  specified  herein.  In  addition,  the  consultant  shall  be  available  to 
conduct  an  archeological  monitoring  and/or  data  recovery  program  if  required  pursuant  to  this  measure. — The 
archeological  consultant's  work  shall  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  this  measure  at  the  direction  of  the 
Environmental  Review  Officer  (ERO).  All  plans  and  reports  prepared  by  the  consultant  as  specified  herein  shall  be 
submitted  first  and  directly  to  the  ERO  for  review  and  comment,  and  shall  be  considered  draft  reports  subject  to 
revision  until  final  approval  by  the  ERO.  Archeological  monitoring  and/or  data  recovery  programs  required  by  this 
measure  could  suspend  construction  of  the  project  for  up  to  a  maximum  of  four  weeks.  At  the  direction  of  the  ERO, 
the  suspension  of  construction  can  be  extended  beyond  four  weeks  only  if  such  a  suspension  is  the  only  feasible 
means  to  roduco  to  a  less  than  significant  level  potential  effects  on  a  significant  archeological  resource  as  defined  in 
CEQA  Guidolincs  Sect.  15061.5  (a)(c). 

Archeological  Testing  Program.  The  archeological  consultant  shall  prepare  and  submit  to  the  ERO  for  review  and 
approval  an  Archeological  Research  Design/Treatment  Plan  (ARD/TP).  The  ARD/TP  shall  include  a  historical 
context,  research  design,  and  treatment  plan.  The  treatment  plan  within  the  ARD/TP  shall  include  the  following 
elements: 

* — Field  Methods  and  Procedures.  Descriptions  of  proposed  field  strategies,  procedures,  and  operations. 
* — Cataloguing  and  Laboratory  Analysis. — Description  of  selected  cataloguing  system  and  artifact  analysis 
procedures. 

* — Discard  and  Dcacccssion  Policy.  Description  of  and  rationale  for  field  and  post  field  discard  and  deaccession 
policies. 

* — Interpretive  Program.  Consideration  of  an  on  site/off  site  public  interpretive  program  during  the  course  of 

the  archeological  data  recovery  program. 
* — Security  Measures.  Recommended  security  measures  to  protect  the  archeological  resource  from  vandalism, 

looting,  and  non  intentionally  damaging  activities. 
* — Final  Report.  Description  of  proposed  report  format  and  distribution  of  results. 

*  Curation.  Description  of  the  procedures  and  recommendations  for  the  curation  of  any  recovered  data 

having  potential  research  value,  identification  of  appropriate  curation  facilities,  and  a  summary  of  the 
accession  policies  of  the  curation  facilities. 

The  ARD/TP  shall  also  include  an  archeological  testing  plan  (ATP).  The  archeological  testing  program  shall  be 
conducted  in  accordance  with  the  approved  ATP.  The  ATP  shall  identify  the  property  types  of  the  expected 
archeological  resource(s)  that  potentially  could  be  adversely  affected  by  the  proposed  project,  the  testing  method  to  be 
used,  and  the  locations  recommended  for  testing.  The  purpose  of  the  archeological  testing  program  will  be  to  determme 
to  the  extent  possible  the  presence  or  absence  of  archeological  resources  and  to  identify  and  to  evaluate  whether  any 
archeoljgical  resource  encountered  on  the  site  constitutes  an  historical  resource  under  CEQA. 

At  the  completion  of  the  archeological  testing  program,  the  archeological  consultant  shall  submit  a  written  report  of 
the  findings  to  the  ERO. — If  based  on  the  archeological  testing  program  the  archeological  consultant  finds  that 
significant  archeological  resources  may  be  present,  the  ERO  in  consultation  with  the  archeological  consultant  shall 
determine  if  additional  measures  are  warranted.  Additional  measures  that  may  be  undertaken  include  additional 
archeological  testing,  archeological  monitoring,  and/or  an  archeological  data  recovery  program.  If  the  ERO  determines 
that  a  significant  archeological  resource  is  present  and  that  the  resource  could  be  adversely  affected  by  the  proposed 
project,  at  the  discretion  of  the  project  sponsor  either: 

A)  The  proposed  project  shall  be  re  designed  so  as  to  avoid  any  adverse  effect  on  the  significant 

archeological  resource;  or 

 A  data  recovery  program  shall  be  implemented,  unless  the  ERO  determines  that  the  archeological 

resource  is  of  greater  interpretive  than  research  significance  and  that  interpretive  use  of  the  resource  is 
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feasible 


Archcological  Monitoring  Program.  If  the  ERO  in  consultation  with  the  archeological  consultant  determines  that  an 
archeological  monitoring  program  shall  be  implemented  the  archeological  monitoring  program  shall  minimally 
include  the  following  provisions: 

'  The  archeological  consultant,  project  sponsor,  and  ERO  shall  meet  and  consult  on  the  scope  of  the  AMP 

reasonably  prior  to  any  project  related  soils  disturbing  activities  commencing.  The  ERO  in  consultation 
with  the  archeological  consultant  shall  determine  what  project  activities  shall  be  archeologically 
monitored.  In  most  cases,  any  soils  disturbing  activities,  such  as  demolition,  foundation  removal, 
excavation,  grading,  utilities  installation,  foundation  work,  driving  of  piles  (foundation,  shoring,  etc.), 
site-  remediation,  etc.,  shall  require  archeological  monitoring  because  of  the  risk  these  activities  pose  to 
potential  archaeological  resources  and  to  their  depositional  context; 

■  The  archeological  consultant  shall  advise  all  project  contractors  to  be  on  the  alert  for  evidence  of  the 

presence  of  the  expected  resource(s),  of  how  to  identify  the  evidence  of  the  expected  resource(s),  and  of 
the  appropriate  protocol  in  the  event  of  apparent  discovery  of  an  archeological  resource; 

*  The  archeological  monitor(s)  shall  be  present  on  the  project  site  according  to  a  schedule  agreed  upon  by  the 

archeological  consultant  and  the  ERO  until  the  ERO  has,  in  consultation  with  project  archeological 
consultant,  determined  that  project  construction  activities  could  have  no  effects  on  significant 
archeological  deposits; 

*  The  archeological  monitor  shall  record  and  be  authorized  to  collect  soil  samples  and  artifactual/ecofactual 

material  as  warranted  for  analysis; 

*  If  an  intact  archeological  deposit  is  encountered,  all  soils  disturbing  activities  in  the  vicinity  of  the  deposit 

sbaH — cease.  T-he — archeological — monitor — shaH — be — empowered — te — temporarily — redirect 

demolition/excavation/pile  driving/construction  activities.and  equipment  until  the  deposit  is  evaluated.  If 
in  the  case  of  pile  driving  activity  (foundation,  shoring,  etc.),  the  archeological  monitor  has  cause  to 
believe  that  the  pile  driving  activity  may  affect  an  archeological  resource,  the  pile  driving  activity  shall 
be  terminated  until  an  appropriate  evaluation  of  the  resource  has  been  made  in  consultation  with  the 
ERO.  The  archeological  consultant  shall  immediately  notify  the  ERO  of  the  encountered  archeological 
deposit.  The  archeological  consultant  shall  make  a  reasonable  effort  to  assess  the  identity,  integrity,  and 
significance  of  the  encountered  archeological  deposit,  and  present  the  findings  of  this  assessment  to  the 

ERQr 

Whether  or  not  significant  archeological  resources  are  encountered,  the  archeological  consultant  shall  submit  a  written 
report  of  the  findings  of  the  monitoring  program  to  the  ERO. 

Archcological  Data  Recovery  Program.  The  archeological  data  recovery  program  shall  be  conducted  in  accord  with  an 
archeological  data  recovery  plan  (ADRP).  The  archeological  consultant,  project  sponsor,  and  ERO  shall  meet  and 
consult  on  the  scope  of  the  ADRP  prior  to  preparation  of  a  draft  ADRP.  The  archeological  consultant  shall  submit  a 
draft  ADRP  to  the  ERO.  The  ADRP  shall  identify  how  the  proposed  data  recover)'  program  will  preserve  the 
significant  information  the  archeological  resource  is  expected  to  contain.  That  is,  the  ADRP  will  identify  from  the 
ARD/TP  what  scientific/historical  research  questions  are  applicable  to  the  expected  resource,  what  data  classes  the 
resource  is  expected  to  possess,  and  how  the  expected  data  classes  would  address  the  applicable  research  questions.- 
Data  recovery,  in  general,  should  be  limited  to  the  portions  of  the  historical  property  that  could  be  adversely  affected 
by  the  proposed  project.  Destructive  data  recovery  methods  shall  not  be  applied  to  portions  of  the  archeological 
resources  if  nondestructive  methods  are  practical. 


Human  Remains  and  Associated  or  Unassociatcd  Funerary  Objects.  The  treatment  of  human  remains  and  of  associated 
or  unassociated  funerary  objects  discovered  during  any  soils  disturbing  activity  shall  comply  with  applicable  State  and 
Federal  laws.  This  shall  include  immediate  notification  of  the  Coroner  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  and  in 
the  event  of  the  Coroner's  determination  that  the  human  remains  arc  Native  American  remains,  notification  of  the 
California  State  Native  American  Heritage  Commission  (NAHC)  who  shall  appoint  a  Most  Likely  Descendant  (MLP' 
(Pub.  Res.  Code  Sec.  5097.98).  The  archeological  consultant,  project  sponsor,  and  MLD  shall  make  all  roasonab. 
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efforts  to  develop  an  agreement  for  the  treatment  of,  with  appropriate  dignity,  human  remains  and  associated  or 
unassociatcd  funerary  objects  (CEQA  Guidelines.  Sec.  15064.5(d)).  The  agreement  should  take  into  consideration  the 
appropriate  excavation,  removal,  recordation,  analysis,  custodianship,  curation,  and  final  disposition  of  the  human 
remains  and  associated  or  unassociated  funerary  objects. 

Final  Archcological  Resources  Report.  The  archeological  consultant  shall  submit  a  Draft  Final  Archeological 
Resources  Report  (FARR)  to  the  ERO  that  evaluates  the  historical  significance  of  any  discovered  archeological 
resource  and  describes  the  archeological  and  historical  research  methods  employed  in  the  archeological 
testing/monitoring/data  recovery  program(s)  undertaken.  Information  that  may  put  at  risk  any  archeological  resource 
shall  be  provided  in  a  separate  removable  insert  within  the  final  report- 
Once  approved  by  the  ERO,  copies  of  the  FARR  shall  be  distributed  as  follows:  California  Archaeological  Site 
Survey  Northwest  Information  Center  (NWIC)  shall  receive  one  (1)  copy  and  the  ERO  shall  receive  a  copy  of  the 
transmittal  of  the  FARR  to  the  NWTC.  The  Major  Environmental  Analysis  division  of  the  Planning  Department  shall 
receive  three  copies  of  the  FARR  along  with  copies  of  any  formal  site  recordation  forms  (CA  DPR  523  series)  and/or 
documentation  for  nomination  to  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places/California  Register  of  Historical  Resources. 
Copies  of  the  FARR  shall  be  transmitted  to  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  as  they  direct.  In  instances  of 
high  public  interest  in  or  the  high  interpretive  value  of  the  resource,  the  ERO  may  require  a  different  final  report 
content,  format,  and  distribution  than  that  presented  above. 

IMPROVEMENT  MEASURES 

Improvement  measures  diminish  effects  of  the  project  that  are  identified  in  the  environmental  analysis  as  being  less- 
than-significant  impacts. 

Improvement  Measure  1.  Construction  Circulation 

To  minimize  the  potential  for  construction-related  traffic  and  circulation  impedance,  the  project  sponsor  should  meet 
with  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  (DPT)  to  identify  appropriate  measures  to  implement  in  order  to  irunimize 
arterial  circulation  disruption,  potentially  including  limiting  truck  movements  on  and  off  site  to  certain  specified 
hours,  specifying  the  use  of  flaggers,  and  accommodating  pedestrian  circulation  around  or  by  the  site. 

Improvement  Measure  2.  Water  Damage  Control 

To  minimize  the  potential  for  groundwater  intrusion  damage  to  the  project  electrical  system  or  other  operations,  or 
utility  service  lines,  the  sponsor  should  consult  with  the  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW),  Hydraulic  Engineering 
Department,  to  identify  appropriate  measures  to  incorporate  into  the  project  design,  potentially  including  sumps, 
membranes,  or  other  measures. 

Improvement  Measure  3.  Street  Trees 

Prior  to  disturbing  soils  on  the  project  site,  the  project  sponsor  and/or  project  architect  should  meet  with  the 
Department  of  Public  Works,  Urban  Forestry  Department  to  discuss  requirements  for  tree  planting  within  the  public 
right-of-way,  application  requirements  if  any,  and  specifications,  potentially  including  tree  species,  size,  locations, 
spacing  distances,  and  design  measures  for  tree  maintenance. 

MANDATORY  FINDINGS  OF  SIGNIFICANCE  Yes  No  Discussed 


1)         Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  degrade  the  quality 
of  the  environment,  substantially  reduce  the  habitat  of 
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a  fish  or  wildlife  species,  cause  a  fish  or  wildlife 
population  to  drop  below  self-sustaining  levels,  threaten 
to  eliminate  a  plant  or  animal  community,  reduce  the 
number  or  restrict  the  range  of  a  rare  or  endangered 
plant  or  animal,  or  eliminate  important  examples  of  the 

major  periods  of  California  history  or  pre-history?  _  X 

2)  Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  achieve  short-term, 

to  the  disadvantage  of  long-term,  environmental  goals?  _  X 

3)  Does  the  project  have  possible  environmental  effects  which 
are  individually  limited,  but  cumulatively  considerable? 
(Analyze  in  the  light  of  past  projects,  other  current 

projects,  and  probable  future  projects.)  _  X 

4)  Would  the  project  cause  substantial  adverse  effects  on 

human  beings,  either  directly  or  indirectly?  _  X 


The  project  would  require  Conditional  Use  authorization  from  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  to  allow  the 
demolition  of  dwelling  units  pursuant  to  Planning  Code  Sections  815.13  and  803.5(b),  for  demolition  of  the  existing 
residential  hotel.  The  project  would  also  require  Variances  from  the  quantitative  standards  of  the  Planning  Code, 
including:  modification  of  rear  yard  requirements  pursuant  to  Planning  Code  Sections  134(e)(1)  and  307(g),  a  waiver 
from  off-street  parking  requirements  for  an  'arts  activity'  use  pursuant  to  Code  Sections  161  (k)  and  307(g),  and  a 
waiver  from  off-street  parking  requirements  for  SRO  (Single  Room  Occupancy)  units  pursuant  to  Code  Sections  151 
and  305.  While  local  concerns  or  other  planning  considerations  may  be  grounds  for  modification  or  denial  of  the 
proposal,  in  the  independent  judgment  of  the  Planning  Department,  there  is  no  substantial  evidence  that  the  project 
could  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment. 

ON  THE  BASIS  OF  THIS  INITIAL  STUDY 

  I  find  the  proposed  project  COULD  NOT  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  and  a  NEGATIVE 

DECLARATION  will  be  prepared  by  the  Planning  Department. 

X  I  find  that  although  the  proposed  project  could  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  there  WILL  NOT 
be  a  significant  effect  in  this  case  because  Mitigation  Measures  1  and  2  in  the  discussion  have  been  included 
as  part  of  the  proposed  project.  A  MITIGATED  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be  prepared. 

  I  find  that  the  proposed  project  MAY  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  and  an 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  is  required. 


*T         I7i  tt-9\  '2  Gerald  G.  Green 

DATE:  ^JmS=  IX  ^  10  ^  Director  of  Planning 
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